Relevant ethical guidelines were followed and all studies in this paper were approved through University of XX's Central University Research Ethics Committee, with the reference number XXXX.
few of these previous questions about [black people / animals / men and women]. You will be answering some questions about your impressions of this person based on their answers."
Participants were always presented with three questions from the full list they had answered, where the target either agreed or disagreed with these items drawn from the scales.
Participants in the non-speciesist condition were told that the target had strongly disagreed (scale point 1) that "Morally, animals always count for less than humans"; had disagreed (scale point 2) that "Humans have the right to use animals however they want to"; and strongly agreed (scale point 7; item is reverse coded) that "Chimpanzees should have basic legal rights such as a right to life or a prohibition of torture". Participants in the pro-speciesism condition were given the same three statements, but the level of agreement was reversed: the speciesist strongly agreed to the first statement (7 instead of 1), agreed to the second (6 instead of 2), and strongly disagreed with the third (1 instead of 7). Participants in the pro-racism condition were told that the target had strongly agreed (scale point 7) that "Discrimination against black people is no longer a problem in the United States"; had agreed (scale point 6) that "Black people are getting too demanding in their push for equal rights"; and strongly disagreed (scale point 1; item reverse coded) that "It is easy to understand the anger of black people in America". Again, participants in the anti-racism condition were given the same three statements, but the level of agreement was reversed. To ensure that participants had read and understood this information, they were given two attention check questions in which they were required to report whether the target agreed or disagreed with the first two statements (e.g. "Did the other person agree or disagree that 'Morally, animals always count for less than humans'?"). Participants who answered either of these questions incorrectly were excluded from analysis.
Measures
First, participants completed a number of character ratings, rating the target in terms of how moral (1 = extremely immoral / bad, 7 = extremely moral / good), trustworthy (1 = 2 In the course of writing up the manuscript we realized that the a priori power analysis as reported in the preregistration for Study 2 contained a small error. Our pre-registered power analysis indicated we would need 403 participants to detect a small-to-medium size effect of f=0.14 (with f=0.10 being conventionally small, and f=0.25 being conventionally medium), taking an a of .05 and power of .80. However, in the course of doing the power analysis for the third study, we realised that this power analysis was incorrect because it did not account for the covariate (participant's own prejudice) included in the analyses, and the numerator df had been incorrectly specified: with three prejudice types, the numerator df should have been 2, but we originally entered 1 by accident. All this meant that in actuality we had power to detect a small-to-medium effect size of f=0.16, not f=0.14 -which still relates to -a small-to-medium effect size, so we deem this change as minor.
the speciesism conditions were identical to those used in Studies 1 and 2. For participants in the homophobia conditions, we used statements taken from the 5-item Attitude Towards Gay Men scale (Herek, 1998) . Participants in the pro-homophobia condition were told that the other target had strongly agreed (scale point 7) that "Male homosexuality is a perversion 4 "; had agreed (scale point 6) that "Sex between two men is just plain wrong"; and strongly disagreed (scale point 1; item reverse scored) that "Male homosexuality is merely a different kind of lifestyle that should not be condemned" Again, participants in the anti-homophobia condition were given the same three statements, but the level of agreement was reversed so that the nonhomophobe strongly disagreed with the first statement (1 instead of 7), disagreed to the second (2 instead of 6), and strongly agreed with the third (7 instead of 1).
The measures used in Study 3 were almost identical to those used in Study 2. While we again measured perceptions of warmth, competence, and morality, given that our previous results were robust across the individual items, in the interests of space we only used a single item for each (moral; warm or cold; competent). Similarly, we again measured suitability for different social roles, but given that our previous results were robust across the individual items, for reasons of space used only four instead of six roles (suitability as a friend; romantic partner; boss; political leader: scale a=.94).
In the DG, participants were told that they had an additional bonus of $0.30 and that they could choose to transfer some of this amount to the target, which would be paid to them as a bonus after the study. Choices were given in 5 cent increments, and participants were given the amounts that each target would receive in parentheses (e.g. "Give 0 (You 30, Other 0)";
